
BEFORE 
 

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF 
 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
 

DOCKET NO. 2018-1-E - ORDER NO. 2018-___ 
 
 

 
IN RE: Annual Review of Base Rates for 

Fuel Costs of Duke Energy Progress, 
LLC 

__________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER APPROVING AND 
ADOPTING ADJUSTMENT IN 
FUEL COST RECOVERY 
FACTORS 

 
 
I. BACKGROUND 

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina 

(“Commission”) on the annual review of base rates for fuel costs of Duke Energy Progress, LLC 

(“DEP” or “Company”).  The procedure followed by the Commission is set forth in S.C. Code 

Ann. § 58-27-865 (2015), which provides for annual hearings to allow the Commission and all 

interested parties to review the prudence of the fuel purchasing practices and policies of an 

electrical utility and for the Commission to determine if any adjustment in a utility’s fuel cost 

recovery mechanism is necessary and reasonable.   Additionally, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-

39-140 (2015), the Commission must determine in this proceeding whether an increase or decrease 

should be granted in the fuel cost component designed to recover the incremental or avoided costs 

incurred by the Company to implement the Distributed Energy Resource Program (“DERP”) 

previously approved by the Commission.  The period under review in this Docket is March 1, 

2017, through February 28, 2018 (“Review Period”).   
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A. Notice and Intervention 

By letter dated December 14, 2017, the Clerk’s Office of the Commission instructed the 

Company to publish a Notice of Hearing and Prefiled Testimony Deadlines (“Notice”) in 

newspapers of general circulation and provide Proof of Publication on or before March 23, 2018.  

The letter also instructed the Company to furnish the Notice to each affected customer and provide 

a certification to the Commission on or before March 23, 2018 that notification had been furnished.  

The Notice indicated the nature of the proceeding and advised all interested parties desiring 

participation in the scheduled proceeding of the manner and time in which to file appropriate 

pleadings.  On March 5, 2018, the Company filed with the Commission affidavits demonstrating 

that the Notice was duly published, and on March 12, 2018, the Company filed with the 

Commission a letter certifying that a copy of the Notice was furnished to the Company’s retail 

customers in South Carolina with the instructions set forth in the Clerk’s Office letters dated 

December 14, 2017. 

Petitions to Intervene were received from Nucor Steel-South Carolina (“Nucor”), the South 

Carolina Coastal Conservation League (“CCL”), Southern Alliance for Clean Energy (“SACE”), 

South Carolina Solar Business Alliance, Incorporated (“SBA”), and Southern Current, LLC 

(“Southern”).  The South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff (“ORS”) is automatically a party 

pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-4-10(B) (2015).  In this Order, DEP, ORS, Nucor, CCL, SACE, 

SBA, and Southern are collectively referred to as the “Parties” or sometimes individually as a 

“Party.” 
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There was no opposition to any of the Petitions to Intervene and the Commission issued 

Orders granting each Petition to Intervene.0F

1 

II. JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION 
 
 In accordance with S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-140(1) (2015), the Commission may, upon 

petition, “ascertain and fix just and reasonable standards, classifications, regulations, practices or 

service to be furnished, imposed, observed, and followed by any or all electrical utilities.”  Further, 

S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-865(B) (2015) states, in pertinent part, that “[u]pon conducting public 

hearings in accordance with law, the commission shall direct each company to place in effect in 

its base rate an amount designed to recover, during the succeeding twelve months, the fuel costs 

determined by the commission to be appropriate for that period, adjusted for the over-recovery or 

under-recovery from the preceding twelve-month period.” 

 Consistent with the requirements of S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-865(B), the Commission 

convened an evidentiary hearing to determine the reasonableness of the Company’s proposed 

increase in the base rate amount designed to recover fuel costs. 

III. DISCUSSION OF THE HEARING AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 The public evidentiary hearing in this matter was held on June 7, 2018 before this 

Commission with the Honorable Swain E. Whitfield presiding as Chairman.  Representing the 

Parties and appearing before the Commission in this Docket were Rebecca J. Dulin, Esquire and 

Frank R. Ellerbe, III, Esquire for the Company; Michael K. Lavanga, Esquire for Nucor; Lauren 

                                                 
1 See Order No. 2018-242, granting the Petition to Intervene filed on behalf of Southern; Order No. 2018-

241, granting the Petition to Intervene filed on behalf of SBA; Order No. 2018-240, granting the Petition to Intervene 
filed on behalf of CCL and SACE; Order No. 2018-239, granting the Petition to Intervene filed on behalf of Nucor. 
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Joy Bowen, Esquire and Elizabeth Jones, Esquire for SACE and CCL; and Andrew M. Bateman, 

Esquire and Jenny R. Pittman, Esquire for ORS.1F

2 

 A. DEP Testimony 

 The Company presented the direct testimonies and exhibits of Bryan P. Walsh (substituted 

for and adopting the testimony of Joseph A. Miller, Jr.), Kelvin Henderson, Kevin Houston, Eric 

Grant, Kendra A. Ward, George Brown, and the rebuttal testimonies of Glen Snider and George 

Brown via three (3) panels.2F

3  The pre-filed direct and rebuttal testimonies of all Company 

witnesses were accepted into the record without objection and the Company witnesses’ exhibits 

were marked as composite Hearing Exhibits 1 through 7 and were entered into the record of the 

case.3F

4 

 Company witness Walsh testified regarding DEP’s fossil/hydro/solar generation portfolio 

and the changes made since the 2017 fuel cost recovery proceeding, as well as those expected in 

the near term; the performance of DEP’s fossil/hydro/solar facilities during the Review Period; 

                                                 
2 Richard Whitt, Esquire, Representative for SBA and Southern, Timothy Rogers, Esquire, Representative 

for the SBA and Robert Smith, Esquire, Representative for Nucor Steel were granted permission from the Commission 
to be excused from attending the Hearing. 

3 Prior to the hearing, and without objection from the Parties, the Commission granted DEP and ORS 
permission to utilize panels for the presentations of witnesses.  DEP witnesses Bryan P. Walsh and Kelvin Henderson 
were presented in the first panel; witnesses Kevin Houston and Eric Grant were presented in the second panel; and 
witnesses Kendra Ward, George Brown and Glen Snider were presented in the third panel.  ORS witnesses Anthony 
Briseno, Sarah Johnson and Willie J. Morgan were presented via a panel. 

4 Composite Hearing Exhibit 1 consists of the two non-confidential Direct Testimony Exhibits 1 and 2 of 
Kelvin Henderson; Composite Hearing Exhibit 2 consists of the public and Confidential Direct Testimony Exhibit 3 
of witness Henderson (the Confidential version to be maintained under seal); Composite Hearing Exhibit 3 consists 
of Direct Testimony Exhibits 1 and 2 of Kevin Houston; Composite Hearing Exhibit 4 consists of Direct Testimony 
Exhibits 1 and 2 of Eric Grant; Composite Hearing Exhibit 5 consists of Direct Testimony Exhibits 1-15 (Revised, as 
filed May 8, 2018) of Kendra Ward; Hearing Exhibit 6 consists of the Direct Testimony Exhibit as revised and filed 
on May 17, 2018 of George Brown; Hearing Exhibit 7 is Exhibit 1 to the Rebuttal Testimony of George Brown. 
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significant fossil/hydro outages that occurred during the Review Period; and the Company’s 

environmental compliance efforts. 

 Company witness Henderson testified regarding the performance of Brunswick Nuclear 

Station, Shearon Harris Nuclear Station, and H.B. Robinson Nuclear Station during the Review 

Period.4F

5  Witness Henderson reported to the Commission that DEP achieved a net nuclear capacity 

factor, excluding reasonable outage time, of 101.66% for the review period.  This capacity factor 

is above the 92.5% set forth in S.C. Code § 58-27-865 (2015). 

 Company witness Houston testified regarding DEP’s nuclear fuel purchasing practices and 

costs for the Review Period, and described related changes expected for the July 1, 2018 to June 

30, 2019 billing period. 

 Company witness Grant testified regarding the Company’s fossil fuel purchasing practices 

and costs for the Review Period, and described related changes expected for the July 1, 2018 to 

June 30, 2019 billing period. 

Company witness Ward’s direct testimony addressed the Company’s actual costs related 

to fuel, capacity-related costs, environmental costs, and the Company’s DERP costs for the Review 

Period; the Company’s projected fuel costs, capacity-related costs, environmental costs, and DERP 

costs for the forecast period of March 1, 2018 through June 30, 2018; and the Company’s proposed 

fuel factors by customer class for the billing period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. 

Witness Ward testified that the impact of the rates set forth in her direct testimony for an 

average residential customer using 1000 kWh per month is an increase of $3.24, or 2.7%; impacts 

                                                 
5 Pursuant to the Company’s request, the Commission granted the Motion of DEP to treat specific material 

filed in the present proceeding as confidential.  Specifically, in Commission Order No. 2018-60-H, the Commission 
Ordered that Exhibit 3 of DEP witness Henderson’s testimony be treated as confidential. 
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for Commercial and Industrial customers vary by customer, but are rate increases of approximately 

0.9% and 2.2%, respectively. 

On cross-examination by counsel for the ORS, Ward testified that DEP would agree to 

continue to make the reports as agreed to in Section B.16 of the Settlement Agreement in Docket 

No. 2017-1-E and incorporated in Order No. 2017-405(A).    

Company witness Brown testified regarding DERP costs that are incorporated into the 

proposed fuel factors by witness Ward.  Witness Brown also testified to the Company’s calculation 

of the value of Net Energy Metering (“NEM”) Distributed Energy Resources (“DER”) and 

provided information on the Company’s DERP activities since the 2017 fuel proceeding. 

Company witness Brown also testified in response to the testimony of ORS witness Sarah 

Johnson, adopting witness Johnson’s recommendations related to the calculation of the value of 

NEM DER and described the resulting updates to Rider RNM-6. 

B. ORS Testimony 

 ORS presented the direct testimonies of Anthony D. Briseno, Sarah W. Johnson, and Willie 

J. Morgan via panel.  The pre-filed direct testimony of all ORS witnesses was accepted into the 

record without objection or cross-examination by the Parties, and the ORS witnesses’ exhibits 

were marked as composite Hearing Exhibits 11 through 13 and were entered into the record of the 

case. 

 ORS witness Briseno presented direct testimony and exhibits, which demonstrated the 

results of ORS Audit Staff’s examination of DEP’s books and records pertaining to DEP’s 
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operations under the Fuel Adjustment Clause for the actual period of March 2017 through February 

2018 and for the estimated months from March 2018 to June 2018.5F

6 

 ORS witness Johnson presented direct testimony and two exhibits.6F

7  Witness Johnson 

testified regarding the ORS’s findings and examinations of the Company’s DERP expenses, both 

actual and forecasted for the period of March 2017 through June 2018.  Specifically, witness 

Johnson testified regarding the Company’s DERP avoided and incremental costs and the method 

by which the Company proposed to recover those costs.  Additionally, witness Johnson testified 

to the Company’s calculation of the value of NEM DER, recommending a revision to the value set 

forth by the Company witness Brown based upon an error discovered by the Company during the 

discovery process. 

 ORS witness Morgan presented direct testimony and exhibits.7F

8  Witness Morgan testified 

regarding the Company’s fuel expenses and power plant operations.  Additionally, witness Morgan 

testified to ORS’s examination of the Company’s contracts for nuclear fuel, coal, natural gas, fuel 

oil, transportation and environmental reagents, as well as the Company’s policies and procedures 

for fuel procurement. 

C.  SACE and CCL Testimony, Responsive Testimony, and Commission 
Conclusions 

 
 CCL and SACE presented the direct testimony and exhibits and surrebuttal testimony of 

Devi Glick.   The pre-filed direct and surrebuttal testimonies of witness Glick were accepted into 

                                                 
6 Composite Hearing Exhibit 11 consists of the Direct Testimony Exhibits of Anthony Briseno (Exhibits 1-

10). 
7 Composite Hearing Exhibit 12 consists of the Direct Testimony Exhibits of Sarah Johnson (Exhibits 1-2). 
8 Composite Hearing Exhibit 13 consists of the Direct Testimony Exhibits of Willie Morgan (Exhibits 1-10). 
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the record without objection and the exhibits were marked as composite Hearing Exhibit 9 and 

were entered into the record of the case. 

The only contested issues in this proceeding were presented by witness Glick.  Glick made 

recommendations regarding the value of NEM DER set forth in Company witness Brown’s 

testimony.  Each of these recommendations, DEP’s response, and the Commission’s conclusions 

regarding each recommendation are addressed as follows: 

a. Witness Glick testified that, because it is possible to quantify avoided transmission 

and distribution costs, DEP should no longer use a placeholder value of zero for this category.  

Witness Glick referenced studies completed in other jurisdictions that assigned a value to avoided 

transmission and distribution capacity, and discussed potential approaches DEP could take to 

assign value to this component.  Based on her analysis, witness Glick recommended that DEP 

adopt a value of $0.005778 per kWh for avoided transmission capacity costs. 

In rebuttal, witness Snider disagreed that DER permitted DEP to avoid transmission and 

distribution investments.  Witness Snider testified that the Commission recently recognized in the 

SCE&G fuel proceeding (Docket No. 2017-2-E), that utilities “must design [their] transmission 

and distribution system so as to provide safe and reliable electric service, even when intermittent 

generation sources such as solar facilities and other small QFs are not producing power.”  Order 

No. 2017-246 at 24.  Witness Snider further testified that, given the intermittency, lack of 

coincidence with peak demand, non-dispatchability, and uncertainty in NEM DER location and 

quantity, it is impossible for DER to avoid transmission and distribution investments, and it is 

therefore not appropriate to assign avoided transmission or distribution benefits to NEM DER.  

Witness Snider further testified that, with regard to distribution costs, NEM DER may actually 
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drive additional investments in the distribution system, as a result of increasing the size of service 

transformers to accommodate reverse flow, additional monitoring equipment, and updating 

voltage control schemes.  

In surrebuttal, witness Glick testified that witness Snider did not specifically address 

witness Glick’s recommendations as to avoided transmission capacity in his testimony.  Witness 

Glick further testified that solar facilities can act as a larger generator with a smooth generation 

profile when they are aggregated.  

Although witness Glick testified that it is possible to quantify avoided transmission and 

distribution costs, and therefore DEP should no longer use a placeholder value of zero for that 

category, the Commission agrees with witness Snider that solar resources’ intermittency, non-

dispatchability, and non-coincidence with peak demand preclude the Company from relying on 

these resources in avoiding transmission and distribution investments.  As we have previously 

found, utilities must design their transmission and distribution systems so as to provide safe and 

reliable electric service, including when intermittent generation sources such as solar facilities are 

not producing power.  

b. Witness Glick testified that, because it is possible to quantify the avoided 

environmental costs of coal ash disposal, DEP should no longer use a placeholder value of zero 

for this category.  Witness Glick testified that there are many environmental costs that can be 

avoided through the decreased use of conventional combustion technologies such as coal, oil, and 

natural gas, and that coal ash disposal costs—to include variable operational costs, capital costs, 

and leak risk costs—should be included in the avoided environmental cost component. 
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In rebuttal, witness Snider testified that variable operational costs associated with coal ash 

disposal are already included within the avoided energy component of the calculation of NEM 

DER, that NEM DER will have no impact on the capital costs of coal ash impoundments as those 

impoundments have already been constructed, and that there is no leak risk given DEP’s transition 

to dry handling.  Witness Snider also noted that any avoided coal costs are minimal as NEM DER 

only reduces the amount of coal burned to the extent coal plants are operating on the margin. 

In surrebuttal, witness Glick recommended that the Company separately state coal ash 

handling costs in the avoided environmental cost category of the value of NEM DER.  

 SACE and CCL have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with DEP related to 

avoided environmental costs and discovery to be conducted in the 2018 Duke Energy Carolinas, 

LLC fuel cost proceeding.8F

9  We accept SACE and CCL’s late-filed exhibit.  In the Memorandum 

of Understanding, SACE, CCL, and DEP agree to withhold any recommendations as to the 

calculation of avoided environmental costs related to coal ash until a future proceeding.   Given 

this agreement, we decline to rule on these matters at this time. 

c. Witness Glick further testified that an updated line loss study that calculates the 

distributed PV output-weighted marginal line loss based on the current footprint of DEP would 

improve the application of the methodology for calculating the value of NEM DER.  In particular, 

witness Glick recommended that the line loss study be updated to reflect the joint DEP-DEC 

Carolinas system in order to quantify avoided energy, generating capacity, and transmission 

capacity costs associated with line losses.  Witness Glick recommended that a marginal line loss 

methodology be used in updating the Company’s line loss study, rather than average line losses, 

                                                 
9 Such Memorandum of Understanding was filed as late-filed Hearing Exhibit 10. 
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because line losses increase with the square of the current, and marginal losses capture the actual 

impact of adding another kW of solar to the distribution system. 

 In rebuttal, witness Snider testified that the line loss study the Company currently uses is 

representative of the Company’s grid, and is therefore valid.  Witness Snider testified that the 

inputs used to calculate the loss factors used in the NEM DER calculation are updated annually to 

reflect current system conditions.  Witness Snider further testified that DEP is working toward 

updating its line loss study and adopting new modeling techniques that will refine those relied 

upon by the current line loss study, and that the Company anticipates that this study could be used 

in next year’s fuel proceeding. 

 In surrebuttal, witness Glick again recommends that DEP use marginal losses rather than 

average losses, and the DEP use a solar photovoltaic profile rather than a fixed constant output to 

represent DEP’s expected generator and transmission infrastructure. 

The Commission finds that the Company’s calculation of line losses is appropriate and that 

the Company properly applied line losses for both energy and capacity in a manner consistent with 

the methodology approved in Order No. 2015-194. 

No other party filed testimony in this Docket. 

IV.  FINDINGS OF FACT AND OF CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

As reflected in the evidence of record, no party challenged the reasonableness or prudency 

of DEP’s fuel purchasing practices and policies, plant operations, and fuel inventory management 

during the Review Period. Based upon the evidence and testimony of the witnesses, the 

Commission therefore finds and concludes that DEP’s fuel purchasing practices and policies, plant 

operations, and fuel inventory management during the Review Period are consistent with the 
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statutory requirements of S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-865 (2015), and are just, reasonable, and 

prudent.   

The Commission finds that the methodology for determining the environmental cost 

component of the fuel factor and the methodology for allocation and recovery of the capacity-

related cost component of the fuel factor (which includes purchased power capacity costs under 

the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (“PURPA”) and natural gas transportation and 

storage costs) used by DEP in this proceeding are consistent with the statutory requirements of 

S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-865 (2015), and are just, reasonable, and prudent.   

As reflected in the evidence of record, no party challenged the reasonableness or prudency 

of DEP’s proposed fuel factor (including the components recovering fuel costs, variable 

environmental costs, capacity-related costs, and DERP costs).  Based upon the evidence and 

testimony of the witnesses, the Commission therefore finds and concludes that DEP’s proposed 

fuel factor is consistent with the statutory requirements of S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-865 (2015), 

and is just, reasonable and prudent.   

The Commission finds that the 2018 component values for the NEM Distributed Energy 

Resource, as shown in Table 4 of witness Brown’s rebuttal testimony, comply with the NEM 

methodology approved by the Commission in Order No. 2015-194 and satisfy the requirements of 

S.C. Code Ann. § 58-40-10 et seq. (2015). 

The Commission finds that the revisions to the 2018 Renewable Net Metering Rider RNM 

tariff sheet, as filed with witness Brown’s rebuttal testimony, are lawful, just and reasonable.  

The DERP Charges as indicated in witness Ward’s corrected testimony are reasonable and 

comply with S.C. Code Ann. §§ 58-27-865, 58-39-140 and 58-39-150. 
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 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT: 

1. The pre-filed testimonies of ORS witnesses Anthony Briseno, Sarah W. Johnson 

and Willie J. Morgan; DEP witnesses Bryan P. Walsh, Kendra A. Ward, George V. Brown and 

Glen A. Snider; and CCL and SACE witness Devi Glick, along with their respective exhibits 

entered into evidence, are accepted into the record in the above-captioned case without objection.  

Also, Hearing Exhibit 8, the Settlement Agreement in Docket 2014-246-E is admitted, as is 

Hearing Exhibit 10, the late-filed copy of the Memorandum of Understanding among DEP, SACE 

and CCL.  Lastly, the oral testimony of the above witnesses presented at the hearing on June 7, 

2018 is also incorporated into the record of this case. 

2. The fuel purchasing practices, plant operations, and fuel inventory management of 

DEP related to the historical fuel costs and revenues for the period ending February 28, 2018, are 

prudent. 

3. The methodologies used by the Company for determining the environmental cost 

component and the capacity-related cost component of the fuel factor are reasonable and prudent 

for the review period and the billing period.  

4. The Company’s revisions to the 2018 Renewable Net Metering Rider RNM tariff 

sheet, attached hereto as Order Exhibit 1, are lawful, just and reasonable, and shall become 

effective for service rendered from July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. 

5. The Company’s calculation and method of accounting for the avoided and 

incremental costs for NEM during the Review Period were reasonable and prudent, and were 

consistent with the methodology approved in Commission Order 2015-194, and complied with 

S.C. Code Ann. § 58-40-10 et seq. (2015). 
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6. The 2018 component values for NEM Distributed Energy Resource comply with 

the NEM methodology approved by the Commission in Order No. 2015-194 and satisfy the 

requirements of S.C. Code Ann. § 58-40-10 et seq. (2015). 

7. DEP shall set its base fuel factor (not including the applicable environmental cost 

component, capacity-related cost component, and DERP avoided cost component) at 2.384 cents 

per kWh for the Residential class, and 2.366 cents per kWh for General Service (non-demand and 

demand) and Lighting classes for service rendered July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019.9F

10 

8. DEP shall set its environmental cost component billing factor at 0.019 cents per 

kWh for the Residential class, 0.008 cents per kWh for the General Service (non-demand) class, 

and 1.0 cent per kW for the General Service (demand) class, for service rendered July 1, 2018 

through June 30, 2019. 

9. DEP shall set its capacity-related cost component at 0.681 cents per kWh for the 

Residential class, 0.426 cents per kWh for the General Service (non-demand) class, 0.00 cents per 

kWh for the Lighting class, and 88.0 cents per kW for the General Service (demand) class for 

service rendered July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019.   

10. DEP shall set its DERP Avoided Cost Component at 0.003 cents per kWh for the 

Residential class, 0.001 cents per kWh for the General Service (non-demand) class, and 0.00 cents 

per kW for the General Service (demand) and Lighting classes for service rendered July 1, 2018 

through June 30, 2019. 

                                                 
10 The base fuel cost component, environmental cost component, capacity-related cost component, and DERP 

avoided cost component will be adjusted for billing purposes to include gross receipt tax and regulatory fees.  
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11. DEP shall set its DERP Charge at $0.72 per month for the Residential class, $1.27 

per month for the Commercial class, and $100.00 per month for the Industrial class, including 

Gross Receipts Tax. 

12. DEP shall file the South Carolina Retail Adjustment for Fuel, Capacity-Related, 

Variable Environmental, and DERP Avoided Capacity Costs Rider; Renewable Net Metering 

Rider RNM-6 tariff sheet; and all other retail Tariffs with the Commission and a copy with ORS 

within ten (10) days of receipt of this Order. 

13. DEP shall comply with the notice requirements set forth in S.C. Code Ann. § 58-

27-865.  DEP shall utilize the methodology for developing the environmental component billing 

factor for each rate class to recover “variable environmental costs” under S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-

865(A)(l) established by the Settlement Agreement in Docket No. 2007-1-E and approved in Order 

No. 2007-440. Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-27-865(A)(l), the avoided capacity component of 

purchased power costs and other capacity-related costs are to be allocated and recovered from 

customers under a separate capacity component of the overall fuel factor based on the same method 

that is used by the utility to allocate and recover variable environmental costs. 

14. DEP shall continue to file the monthly reports as previously required.  In an effort 

to keep the ORS and DEP’s customers informed of the (over)/under recovery balances related to 

fuel costs and of DEP’s commercially reasonable efforts to forecast the expected fuel factor to be 

set at its next annual fuel proceeding, DEP will provide to ORS, Nucor, and where applicable, its 

other customers the following information: 

ELEC
TR

O
N
IC
ALLY

FILED
-2018

June
20

3:54
PM

-SC
PSC

-D
ocket#

2018-1-E
-Page

15
of17



DOCKET NO. 2018-1-E – ORDER NO. 2018-_____ 
JUNE ____, 2018 
PAGE 16 
 
 

1. Copies of the monthly fuel recovery reports currently filed with the 

Commission and ORS10F

11; and, 

2. Quarterly forecasts (during each of the three quarters in which there is no 

annual fuel proceeding but not in the quarter where DEP makes its annual 

fuel filing) of the expected fuel factor to be set at its next annual fuel 

proceeding based upon DEP’s historical (over)/under recovery to date and 

DEP’s forecast of prices for uranium, natural gas, coal, oil and other fuel 

required for generation of electricity.  DEP agrees that it will put forth its 

best efforts to forecast the expected fuel factor to be set at its next annual 

proceeding.  To the extent that the forecast data required hereunder is 

confidential, any party or customer that wants forecasted fuel data will have 

to sign a non-disclosure agreement to protect the data from public disclosure 

and to only disclose it to employees or agents with a need to be aware of 

this information. 

15. DEP shall continue to examine and make adjustments as appropriate to its natural 

gas hedging program. DEP shall also provide monthly natural gas hedging reports to Nucor and 

ORS. 

16. DEP shall, by rate class, account monthly to the Commission and ORS for the 

differences between the recovery of fuel costs through base rates and the actual fuel costs 

                                                 
11 The Company agrees to break-out Schedule 4 of the monthly fuel recovery reports so that each component (base 
fuel, environmental, avoided capacity, and DER avoided costs) is reported separately. 
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experienced by booking the difference to unbilled revenues with a corresponding deferred debit or 

credit. 

17. DEP shall submit monthly reports to the Commission and ORS of fuel costs and 

scheduled and unscheduled outages of generating units with a capacity of 100 megawatts or 

greater.   

18. This Order shall remain in full force and effect until further Order of the 

Commission. 

 BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION: 

 

              
      Swain E. Whitfield, Chairman 
 

ATTEST: 

 

       
Comer H. Randall, Vice Chairman 
 

 

(SEAL) 

ELEC
TR

O
N
IC
ALLY

FILED
-2018

June
20

3:54
PM

-SC
PSC

-D
ocket#

2018-1-E
-Page

17
of17


